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The purpose of this study was to test a multi-level mediation model of incivility.  
Specifically, it was proposed that predictors of workplace incivility at the individual, 
group, and organizational level would be related to each other and negative individual 
outcomes.  It was also proposed that the relationship between these predictors and 
outcomes would be mediated by workplace incivility victimization.  Two hundred twenty 
eight participants completed an online survey through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.  
Results indicated that variables at all three levels (i.e., civility climate, group norms for 
civility, and individual characteristics) were related to one another and predictive of 
negative individual outcomes.  Results also indicated preliminary support for the 
mediating role of workplace incivility experiences in these relationships and the overall 
model.  Workplace incivility significantly moderated all of the relationships between 
predictor and criterion variables.  Implications and limitations of these findings are 
discussed, and several directions for future research on workplace incivility are explored. 
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Introduction 
Workplace incivility (WPI) has garnered much attention in business and related 
fields, both in research and applied settings (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Arthur, 2011; 
Estes & Wang, 2008; O’Boyle, Forsyth, & O’Boyle, 2011).  Andersson and Pearson 
define WPI as “low intensity deviant behavior with an ambiguous intent to harm the 
target…[which] is characteristically rude and discourteous” (p. 456).  Examples include 
sarcastic comments directed at a co-worker and addressing a colleague inappropriately or 
in an unprofessional manner.  
Within the WPI literature, much attention has focused on the antecedents and 
outcomes of incivility at the individual level.  In this regard, WPI has been shown to 
negatively impact employees’ psychological well-being, increase intentions to quit, and 
lead to greater burnout in a shorter amount of time (Caza & Cortina, 2007; Kern & 
Grandey, 2009; Lim & Cortina, 2005; Reio & Ghosh, 2009).  WPI has also been linked 
with increased work-family conflict, decreased satisfaction with one’s co-workers, 
supervisor, and job, and lowered physical well-being (Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 2008; 
Lim & Lee, 2011; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004).  However, there are still gaps in the 
research literature. 
One of these gaps involves the role of group and organizational-level influences 
in incivility.  Little research has looked at the ability of group and organizational-level 
constructs to predict instances of uncivil behavior in a workgroup.  Additionally, not 
much is known on how constructs at either level impact individual outcomes upon 
experiencing incivility within a workgroup.  The present research, therefore, seeks to 
address these issues by examining the role of perceived workplace civility climate and 
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group norms for civility in instances of incivility within a workgroup.  The direct and 
indirect impact of these constructs on individual outcomes of incivility is also explored. 
What is Workplace Incivility? 
 As previously stated, WPI is characterized by low intensity, rude or discourteous 
behavior which cannot be confidently identified as having malicious intent towards the 
target (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).  Pearson, Andersson and Porath (2000) contend that 
the basic issue with incivility involves violations of mutual norms for respect that are 
present in all organizations.  For example, an employee may violate an organizational 
norm for punctuality by arriving late to a meeting chaired by their co-worker.   
WPI differs from other related constructs in the interpersonal deviance literature, 
such as workplace aggression, in that there is no clear intent to harm the target of the 
behavior (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Pearson et al., 2000).  It also differs from related 
constructs in the intensity of the behavior.  With high intensity constructs, for example 
aggression and bullying, aggressive psychological and/or physical behaviors are 
common, such as shoving a co-worker or harshly reprimanding a subordinate in front of 
his peers (Andersson & Pearson; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010).  WPI, on the other hand, 
is comprised of more low intensity behaviors, such as snide comments aimed at a 
coworker or a harsh comment from one’s supervisor. 
 Though incivility differs from constructs such as workplace aggression and 
bullying, it has the potential to escalate into more aggressive behaviors.  Andersson and 
Pearson (1999) proposed a theoretical framework for WPI known as the incivility spiral.  
This begins with the instigation of an uncivil act by an employee to a fellow employee in 
the organization.  The target of this uncivil behavior then perceives that some slight has 
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occurred, and then reciprocates in a like manner.  This reciprocation of uncivil behaviors 
continues, and eventually escalates (or spirals) into more hostile, aggressive acts 
(Andersson & Pearson). 
 Pearson et al. (2000) further explored this pattern through the cascading effect of 
incivility.  Their findings suggest that WPI can cascade or widen to include more 
individuals in the organization (e.g., supervisors, co-workers, department heads) through 
indirect displacement, direct displacement, and/or word-of-mouth.  Indirect displacement 
of WPI occurs when an employee not involved in the original instance of uncivil 
behavior models WPI with another coworker (Pearson et al.).  For example, if Pat sees 
Jim behave rudely to Tom, he may then behave in a similar manner when talking with 
Stephen.  This modeling effect can occur even when an employee has not witnessed the 
initial behavior, but has simply heard about it, as in word-of-mouth.  Direct displacement, 
however, involves the target individual of an uncivil behavior in turn displacing his 
feelings for the instigator on another coworker (Pearson et al.).  For example, if a 
subordinate is the target of uncivil behavior from his or her supervisor, the subordinate 
will then treat a coworker or subordinate in a similarly rude manner rather than directly 
retaliating against the supervisor. 
 Recent research supports Pearson et al.’s (2000) findings, specifically in regard to 
indirect displacement.  Lim et al. (2008) examined the impact of observing incivility 
within a workgroup on employees’ mental health and job satisfaction.  They found that 
observed WPI had detrimental effects on individual employees even after controlling for 
personal experiences of WPI.  Thus, merely seeing one’s coworkers engaging in uncivil 
behavior can negatively impact individuals. 
4 
 
Andersson and Pearson (1999), Pearson et al. (2000), and Lim et al.’s (2008) 
findings suggest that incivility at an individual level can saturate and define the 
organizational environment in a variety of ways.  Therefore, WPI does not just occur at 
the individual level, but may also occur at the group and organizational level.  Individual-
level WPI can then be defined as incidences occurring between two individuals, one of 
which is the instigator and one of which is the target.  Lim et al. define group-level 
incivility as a shared environment that involves the instigator, target, and all other 
members of the group in that particular context.  Similarly, Griffin (2010) defines 
organizational-level incivility as the extent to which “high levels of incivility could occur 
and become normative in the organization” (p. 311).  Both definitions are grounded in 
Andersson and Pearson’s theoretical framework of the incivility spiral and Pearson et 
al.’s continuation of this theoretical framework.  These definitions also fit within the 
multilevel research approach, indicating that incivility can occur at multiple levels within 
an organization, each with potentially unique and cumulative impacts. 
Antecedents of Workplace Incivility 
In order to understand the impact of incivility, it is first necessary to identify the 
conditions under which these behaviors are likely to occur.  As previously discussed in 
the review, WPI is both an individual and shared process.  Therefore, it is likely that 
environmental and social processes at the group and organizational level play as much of 
(if not more of) a role as individual characteristics in determining whether incivility will 
occur, particularly when examining this behavior in a workgroup setting. 
There are a variety of individual characteristics that determine whether someone 
will be the instigator of uncivil behavior.  For example, Reio and Ghosh (2009) identified 
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certain demographic characteristics, affect, and workplace adaptation as determinants of 
uncivil behavior.  Specifically, men were more likely to engage in uncivil behavior than 
women, and individuals with negative affect and low workplace adaptability were more 
likely to engage in uncivil behavior than those with positive affect and high adaptability.  
Salin (2003) also found that perceived power imbalances between individuals (e.g., 
supervisor to superior, majority to minority group) and expected benefits (e.g., 
promotion, raise) were individual-level predictors of bullying.  As previously argued, 
workplace bullying and incivility are positively related and have significant overlap in the 
interpersonal deviance literature, so it is likely that these findings may extend to uncivil 
behavior. 
Certain individual characteristics are also linked to being a target of WPI.  
Andersson and Pearson (1999) identified status differentials as a predictor of being 
targeted.  Specifically, individuals with lower status and power in the organization are 
more likely to be the targets of incivility.  Pearson, Andersson, and Porath (2004) found 
that both genders are equally likely to be targets of incivility.  They also found that the 
target and instigator are likely to be of similar age and have a similar number of years of 
work experience.  In a more recent study, Milam, Spitzmueller, and Penney (2009) found 
that neuroticism and agreeableness were linked with experiences of incivility.  
Specifically, individuals high on neuroticism and low on agreeableness were more likely 
to experience incivility. 
Within a workgroup, however, it is likely that group-level antecedents play as 
much of a role in uncivil behavior as characteristics of individual group members.  
Though literature in workplace incivility has recently extended into workgroup incivility 
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(see Lim et al., 2008), most studies identify outcomes of incivility within workgroups, not 
antecedents or determinants of this process.  Based on the lack of empirical evidence, the 
present review only discusses group norms as they relate to uncivil behavior in the 
workgroup.  
Group norms have been defined as standards, both formal and informal, that 
govern behavior in the group (Jex & Britt, 2008).  O’Boyle et al. (2011) reviewed 
counterproductive workplace behaviors (CWBs) and argued that group norms are one of 
the defining characteristics of whether uncivil behavior will occur in the workgroup.  
Differences in norms of respect also determine whether incivility will occur.  
Montgomery, Kane, and Vance (2004) explored differences in norms of respect between 
male, female, and minority participants watching a video clip from the 1991 U.S. Senate 
Judiciary hearing of Clarence Thomas.  Results indicated that men and women differed in 
norms of respect, with women reporting a lower threshold for rude or intolerant behavior 
than men.  Partial support was also given for minority differences, as participants who 
identified more with Anita Hill, an African American female, on the characteristics of 
race and sex were more likely to rate behaviors in the video clip as rude or discourteous 
(Montgomery et al.).  These norm differences have important implications in a 
workgroup context, as more diverse workgroups may be more prone to WPI experiences 
based on these differing thresholds for uncivil behavior.  Therefore, not only do overall 
group norms potentially impact the occurrence of WPI in a workgroup, but the salience 
of these norms with group members’ norms for respect may also influence whether WPI 
occurs. 
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Certain organizational conditions may also impact whether uncivil behavior 
occurs in a workgroup.  Organizational antecedents to WPI are conditions throughout an 
organization that allow uncivil behaviors to flourish.  Though limited research has been 
done in this area, two main antecedents have been identified—civility climate and the 
policies/procedures implemented by the organization.  According to Ottinot (2008), 
civility climate involves employees’ perceptions of the extent to which management 
places importance on ensuring respectful treatment of employees and minimizing verbal 
aggression in employee interactions.  Griffin (2010) identified organizational-level 
incivility, or the extent to which uncivil behavior is accepted within an organization, as a 
significant predictor of reported incivility within workgroups.  Those organizations that 
had higher reported norms of organizational-level incivility reported higher levels of 
incivility within workgroups.  Miner-Rubino and Cortina (2004) found similar results for 
a misogynistic work climate.  Though the authors were specifically interested in the 
outcomes of a misogynistic environment, their research also supports the finding that a 
work environment with a high tolerance for rude behavior leads to increased reports of 
uncivil behavior within workgroups, especially when there is an imbalance in the number 
of men and women in the group.  
The type of human resource (HR) system used to implement an organization’s 
policies/procedures is another potential determinant of uncivil behavior within 
workgroups.  Arthur (2011) used archival data from over 300 U.S. organizations to assess 
the relationship between labor market orientation (LMO), team autonomy, and 
interpersonal deviance among organizations.  LMO refers to an organization’s strategy 
for acquiring and developing human capital.  LMO can be internal, focusing on acquiring 
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and developing talent within the organization, or external, focusing on acquiring and 
developing talent through external resources (Arthur).  Team autonomy refers to who in 
the HR system has the final decision-making ability.  In organizations with high team 
autonomy, decisions are generally made by self-managing teams.  In organizations with 
low team autonomy, decisions are generally made by a higher authority, such as a direct 
supervisor.  Both of these factors have been identified as components of HR systems, 
resulting in four major system categories—paternalistic, commitment, free agent, and 
secondary.  Paternalistic systems have an internally focused LMO and low team 
autonomy, whereas commitment systems have an internally focused LMO and high team 
autonomy (Arthur).  Free agent and secondary systems, on the other hand, have an 
external LMO.  However, free agent systems are characterized by high team autonomy, 
and secondary systems are characterized by low team autonomy. 
Results indicated that the type of HR system used to implement policies/programs 
does impact whether interpersonal deviance is likely to occur, with paternalistic systems 
being the least likely to experience interpersonal deviance.  Of particular note is that 
organizations emphasizing team autonomy reported higher incidences of interpersonal 
deviance within these groups than those organizations low in team autonomy.  
Specifically, as HR systems moved further away from the paternalistic model, there were 
significant increases in interpersonal deviance (Arthur, 2011).  These results held for both 
commitment and free agent systems, with the author attributing this difference to the 
increased self-management among group members in these systems.  This finding 
suggests that though self-management has organizational benefits, there are drawbacks 
that should be addressed to ensure civil treatment within workgroups. 
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  The types of policies and procedures utilized in organizations also impact WPI.  
Salin (2003) examined three main types of structures that predict incidences of workplace 
bullying in an organization—enabling, motivating, and precipitating structures.  Enabling 
structures are those that must be present in order for bullying to occur (e.g., perceived 
power imbalances).  Motivating structures are conditions in the organization that provide 
incentives for bullying, such as internal competition and the reward system.  Precipitating 
structures are catalyst incidences that allow bullying to occur, such as downsizing and 
restructuring.  From these, Salin identified lack of organizational policies/procedures, 
high internal competition, the reward system, and various organizational changes (e.g., 
downsizing, restructuring the workgroup) as antecedents to workplace bullying.  For 
example, in an organization where there is a perceived power imbalance between a 
supervisor and a subordinate (enabling structure), there is the potential for bullying.  
However, the supervisor, as the individual in the position of power, must have some 
incentive to bully the subordinate, such as high internal competition among workers.  
From there, an event needs to occur that forces the supervisor to act, such as changes in 
the organizational structure.  Thus, through a combination of these three structures, 
bullying is more likely to occur. 
Though Salin’s (2003) review of the literature focused on antecedents of 
workplace bullying, the relationship between bullying and incivility (Andersson & 
Pearson, 1999; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010) suggests that many of the antecedents of 
bullying are similar to those for WPI.  Specifically, a lack of formal policies/procedures 
regarding incivility, as well as policies that reinforce uncivil behavior (e.g., reward 
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system, high internal competition), should readily impact the incidence of incivility 
within workgroups. 
Outcomes of Workplace Incivility 
Researchers have identified a variety of outcomes related to incivility, both for the 
target and those that have observed the act(s).  Although outcomes have generally been 
identified at the individual level, there is some research that has identified group and 
organizational outcomes of incivility.  Consistent with the multilevel theoretical 
perspective, this section examines the major outcomes of WPI at all levels of the 
organization. 
Individual outcomes of WPI have been divided into two major categories of 
outcomes—behavioral and psychological.  Griffin (2010) found that individuals exposed 
to higher levels of workgroup incivility, especially in climates where incivility was not 
the norm, considered quitting their jobs much more frequently than in organizations and 
workgroups where incivility was not the norm.  Workplace incivility has also been found 
to increase work-family conflict, decrease satisfaction with one’s co-workers, supervisor, 
and job, and lower physical well-being (Lim et al., 2008; Lim & Lee, 2011; Miner-
Rubino & Cortina, 2004).  Miner-Rubino and Reed (2010) also linked workgroup 
incivility with lowered group trust and regard; their findings indicate that as incivility 
within a workgroup increases the trust and positive evaluations a member holds for the 
group decrease. 
 Uncivil experiences within a workgroup impact both the target of uncivil behavior 
and other group members who witness the behavior (Lim et al., 2008).  As previously 
discussed in this review, Lim et al. found that observers of uncivil behavior had 
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significantly lower levels of job satisfaction and mental health.  This effect was still 
present when controlling for personal experiences with uncivil behavior, indicating that 
group-level incivility impacts individuals above and beyond personal experiences with 
incivility.  However, these results may be contingent on how much a co-worker identifies 
with the individual being targeted (Montgomery et al., 2004).  Specifically, the more an 
observer identifies similarities between themselves and the target, the more likely they 
are to feel the effects of uncivil behavior.  Miner and Eischeid (2012) confirmed this in 
their examination of observer outcomes based on the gender of the target and the 
observer.  Specifically, more negative outcomes were reported for the observer of a 
same-sex target than for observers of an opposite-sex target. 
 At the group level, very limited research has been conducted on outcomes of 
WPI.  However, incivility within workgroups has been shown to negatively impact 
overall team performance and team viability (Aubé & Rousseau, 2010).  Aubé and 
Rousseau examined the role of aggressive experiences in teams, finding that aggressive 
acts produce a demotivating effect on team members, thus decreasing performance and 
viability.  However, this relationship was contingent on individuals’ goal commitment, or 
the extent to which they were motivated to reach/exceed the team’s goal (Aubé & 
Rousseau).  Individuals with high goal commitment were less likely to experience 
demotivation from aggressive acts than individuals low in goal commitment. 
 Organizational outcomes of WPI have also been identified.  In their meta-analytic 
review of the WPI literature, Estes and Wang (2008) identified a variety of individual and 
organizational outcomes of workplace incivility.  Individual-level outcomes were 
consistent with those discussed above, and negatively influenced the organization’s 
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overall performance and profits.  In addition to bottom line outcomes, Estes and Wang 
identified loss of company image and negative outcomes for company stakeholders and 
customers as potential organizational outcomes of incivility. 
Gaps in the Literature 
Though much research has been done in the workplace incivility literature, there 
are still areas that need further exploration.  One of these areas is incivility experiences 
within workgroups.  Workgroups offer a unique setting in which to measure the impact of 
incivility.  The professional and potentially personal closeness of group members may 
lead to greater deleterious effects from experienced workplace incivility than more 
general interactions between employees.  While previous research has examined the 
outcomes of workgroup incivility on targets and those who observe the behavior (Lim et 
al., 2008) more research is needed on determinants of incivility within a workgroup.  
The reviewed literature provides support for the notion that group norms may 
impact incidences of uncivil behavior.  Specifically, workgroups that adopt greater norms 
of civility should be less likely to report incidences of uncivil behavior than those with 
fewer norms for civil behavior.  Additionally, in workgroups where civil behavior is the 
norm, those individuals who do experience incivility should report more negative 
outcomes than individuals where civility is not the norm. 
 Little research has also been done on the role of civility climate in experiences 
and outcomes of incivility.  As previously discussed, civility climate is the extent to 
which an organization promotes civil interactions among its employees (Ottinot, 2008).  
Preliminary research indicates that workplace civility climate is a determinant of 
workgroup incivility (Griffin, 2010).  Specifically, as employee perceptions of civility 
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climate decrease, reports of uncivil behavior within workgroups increase.  However, 
more research is needed to examine the full extent to which civility climate impacts 
experiences and outcomes of incivility within a workgroup.  For example, no research to 
date has compared whether group or organizational-level determinants better predict 
negative outcomes of incivility at the individual level.  It can be argued, based on the 
present findings, that group norms play a larger role in negative outcomes than civility 
climate because the group-level stressor is more proximal to the individual within the 
workgroup than an overall organizational stressor. 
 Though group norms are likely to play a larger role in individual outcomes than 
civility climate (which is an organization-level construct), these two constructs are still 
highly related.  Based on the review of the literature, it can be argued that organizational 
norms for civility (i.e., civility climate) are likely to be reflected in group norms.  Thus, 
individuals within workgroups that experience uncivil behavior when civility is the norm 
may then be more likely to report negative effects, as there is a greater violation of norms 
for mutual respect. 
Another gap in the literature involves the theoretical framework used to explain 
WPI.  Currently, there is a lack of integration between the multi-level research approach 
and Andersson and Pearson’s (1999) incivility spiral framework.  Thorough examination 
of the antecedents of WPI, however, indicates that there are multi-level determinants of 
whether uncivil behavior will occur.  Individual characteristics such as negative affect 
and job stress have been linked to instigating uncivil behavior, and as previously 
discussed group norms for civility and civility climate are likely antecedents of WPI.  It is 
highly unlikely that these antecedents occur in isolation, however.  The reviewed 
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literature indicates that an antecedent at one level is likely to co-occur with another 
antecedent at a different level.  For example, in an organization with a high civility 
climate it is likely that workgroups will adopt similar norms of civil behavior.  Individual 
characteristics such as job stress may also be linked to group norms for civility or 
organizational civility climate, as this stress is likely to increase/decrease based on norms 
for respectful treatment within the workgroup and organization.  The reviewed literature 
also indicates that negative outcomes of WPI can co-occur.  For example, Miner-Rubino 
and Reed (2010) found that WPI lowered individuals’ regard for and trust in their group 
members.  This lowered trust and regard is likely to impact commitment to the group, a 
determining factor in overall team performance (Aubé & Rousseau, 2010).  Therefore, 
outcomes at one level, such as an individual outcome, should be associated with 
outcomes at a higher level, such as the group or organization. 
Individual, group, and organizational antecedents of WPI are also likely to be 
linked to individual, group, and organizational outcomes irrespective of uncivil behavior.  
For example, increased job stress has been directly linked to burnout (Jex & Britt, 2008; 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), 1999).  Similar direct links can 
be applied to group and organizational antecedents of WPI.  However, it is unlikely, 
given the link between WPI and various individual, group, and organization level 
outcomes (Aubé & Rousseau, 2010; Estes & Wang, 2008; Griffin, 2010; Lim et al., 2008; 
Lim & Lee, 2011; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004; Miner-Rubino & Reed, 2010) that the 
relationship between these antecedents and outcomes is not accounted for in part by WPI.  
Based on the reviewed literature, it is much more likely that the link between these 
antecedents and outcomes is partially mediated by uncivil experiences within a 
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workgroup.  Figure 1 provides an overall model for the proposed links between 
antecedents of WPI, WPI victimization, and outcomes of WPI. 
 
Figure 1.  The proposed theoretical model between antecedents of incivility, incivility 
victimization, and outcomes of incivility.  Antecedents are thought to be related to one 
another, and each antecedent has both direct and mediated links to each outcome.  
Outcomes at each level are also connected.  Solid lines represent direct links, and dashed 
lines indicate mediation through workplace incivility victimization. 
 
The Present Study 
The present study does not seek to test the proposed model in its entirety, but 
rather aims to examine the most viable antecedents at the individual, group, and 
organizational level to assess their relation to one another and their impact on individual 
outcomes of WPI.  Specifically, the impact of civility climate, group norms, negative 
affect, and general job stress on individual experiences of incivility within a workgroup 
are examined.  How these factors impact individual intention to quit and burnout are also 
explored, as is the mediating role of incivility in these relationships.  Based on previous 
theoretical and empirical research, as well as the proposed model described earlier in this 
paper, the following predictions are made: 
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Hypotheses 1a-c:  Civility climate will be negatively related to (a) general job 
stress and (b) negative affect and positively related to (c) group norms for civility. 
Hypotheses 1d-e:  Group norms for civility will be negatively related to (d) 
general job stress and (e) negative affect. 
Hypotheses 2a-d:  Burnout and intention to quit will be negatively related to (a) 
civility climate and (b) group norms for civility and positively related to (c) 
general job stress and (d) negative affect. 
Hypotheses 3a-h:  The relationships between (a) civility climate and burnout, (b) 
civility climate and intention to quit, (c) group norms for civility and burnout, (d) 
group norms for civility and intention to quit, (e) job stress and burnout, (f) job 
stress and intention to quit, (g) negative affect and burnout, and (h) negative affect 
and intention to quit will be partially mediated by incivility victimization within a 
workgroup, such that those who experience greater incivility will report higher 
levels of burnout and greater intention to quit. 
Figure 2 illustrates the research model and proposed hypotheses for the present 
study.  As stated, it is hypothesized that the antecedents at each level will be correlated 
with one another, with the sign indicating the predicted direction of this relationship.  
Links are also drawn to indicate the predicted direct relationship between antecedents and 
outcomes of WPI victimization, as well as the mediating role of WPI victimization in this 
process. 
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Figure 2.  The proposed research model for the current study, including hypothesized 
relationships.  The sign next to each hypothesis indicates the predicted direction of the 
relationship, and hypotheses 3a-h refer to the mediating effect of WPI.  Solid lines 
represent direct links, and dashed lines indicate mediation through workplace incivility 
victimization. 
 
Method 
Participants 
 Participants were 314 individuals from around the globe who were at least 18 
years of age, currently employed with an organization for at least six months, working at 
least 20 hours per week, and currently in a workgroup within their organization. 
Participants were obtained using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk survey software, and were 
required to have completed at least 100 previous human intelligence tasks (HITs) with a 
minimum 89% approval rate for previously completed tasks.  Recent research has 
supported the idea that data gained under the conditions stipulated in this study are at 
least as valid as those collected in a laboratory setting (Crump, McDonnell, & Gureckis, 
2013; Mason & Suri, 2012; Sprouse, 2011), and can be obtained much quicker than 
traditional laboratory settings. 
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Mechanical Turk, or MTurk, is an online software provided by Amazon that gives 
businesses and researchers access to individuals from around the world to participate in 
research.  These participants are then compensated for satisfactory completion of a HIT.  
MTurk assures participant anonymity through the use of unique identifiers (i.e., MTurk 
IDs) that are not linked to personal information.  For the present study, participants were 
each awarded $0.50 for satisfactory completion of the survey.   
To ensure participants were paying attention during the study, as well as to assess 
English proficiency, several quality control questions were included.  Of the 314 
individuals who qualified for the study, 257 (82%) passed the quality control questions 
and received payment for participation.  An additional 29 participants were excluded 
from analyses (though still compensated) based on missing, incomplete, and/or inaccurate 
information, for a total of 228 participants.   
The average age of participants was 31.08 years old (SD = 8.89 years), and 71.1% 
were male.  Approximately 64.9% of participants were from India, 25.4% were from the 
United States, and the remaining participants were from various countries around the 
globe.  Of those participants surveyed, 2.6% had completed a professional degree (e.g., 
PhD, JD, MD), 30.3% had completed a master’s degree, 45.2% had a 4-year college 
degree, 8.3% had a 2-year degree, 7% had some college, and 6.6% had a high school 
diploma or GED.  Participants reported working in a large variety of industries, with the 
majority of participants working in professional, scientific or technical services (15.8%), 
information (14%), finance or insurance (11.14%), and manufacturing (10.1%; see Table 
1 for a complete list of industries). 
 
 
19 
 
Table 1 
 
Work Industry Characteristics of the Sample 
Work Industry Percentage of Sample (n = 228) 
Professional, Scientific or Technical 
Services 
15.8% 
Information 14.0% 
Finance or Insurance 11.4% 
Manufacturing 10.1% 
Educational Services 9.6% 
Retail 7.0% 
Management 5.7% 
Administrative or Support Services 4.8% 
Health Care or Social Assistance 4.8% 
Construction 3.1% 
Wholesale Trade 3.1% 
Arts, Entertainment, or Recreation 2.6% 
Other Services (aside from Public 
Administration) 
2.6% 
Food Services 1.8% 
Unclassified Establishments 1.3% 
Mining .9% 
Real Estate .4% 
 
The majority of participants (84.6%) indicated they were employed full-time, with 
the remaining participants claiming part-time employment (15.4%), and participants had 
an average of 4.68 years (SD = 1.65 years) of work experience in their current 
organization.  Participants had been working in their current workgroup for 3.5 years on 
average (SD = 1.62 years), and workgroup sizes ranged from two to 49 employees.  The 
majority of participants (40.8%) indicated they typically worked with more men than 
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women, with the remainder indicating about equal numbers of men and women (29.8%), 
almost all men (14.9%), more women than men (11.8%), and almost all women (2.6%). 
Measures 
 To ensure rating scale consistency, all measures except the revised Stress in 
General Scale (SIG; Yankelevich, Broadfoot, Gillespie, J., Gillespie, M., & Guidroz, 
2011) used a five-point Likert scale.  Previous research has shown that modifying the 
number of scale points between four and seven points has minimal impact on internal 
consistency (Lozano, García-Cueto, & Muñiz, 2008; Preston & Colman, 2000).  Based 
on the five-point frequency scale used in the Workplace Incivility Scale-Revised (WPIS-
R; Cortina, Kabat-Farr, Leskinen, Huerta, & Magley, 2013), all other scales used five-
point measures.  The revised SIG was kept at its original three-point scale, as it requires 
yes/no responses that cannot be transposed into a five-point scale. 
Civility Climate.  Civility climate was measured using individual scores on the 
Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale (Ottinot, 2008).  This 15-item scale assesses 
three dimensions of civility climate: intolerance for incivility, response, and policies and 
procedures aimed at addressing incivility.  Participants rated statements such as “My 
workplace has written policies that prohibit verbal abuse among co-workers” using a 
five-point Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  Scale scores 
were calculated for each dimension, with higher scores on the response and 
policies/procedures dimensions indicating higher levels of perceived workplace civility 
climate along each dimension.  Intolerance for incivility items were reverse-scored, with 
higher scores indicating employees perceived the organization as having greater 
intolerance for incivility.  For the current sample, internal reliability for the policies and 
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procedures dimension (α = .78), the response dimension (α = .66), and the intolerance for 
incivility dimension (α = .76) were all adequate. 
Group Civility Norms.  Group civility norms were measured using individual 
scores on the Civility Norms Questionnaire-Brief (CNQ-B; Walsh et al., 2012).  This 
four-item scale asks participants about respectful behavior in their workgroup, such as 
“Rude behavior is not accepted by your coworkers.”  Participants rated these statements 
using a five-point Likert scale, with 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.  Scores 
are summed, with higher scores indicating greater group civility norms.  Internal 
reliability for the current sample was adequate (α = .69). 
Personally Experienced Incivility.  Personally experienced incivility was 
measured using individual scores on the Workplace Incivility Scale-Revised (WPIS-R; 
Cortina et al., 2013).  This 12-item scale assesses the extent to which employees have 
experienced a variety of uncivil behaviors within the previous year.  Responses were 
scored from 1 = never to 5 = everyday (many times), with higher scores indicating 
greater experiences of incivility.  Internal reliability for the current sample was excellent 
(α = .95). 
Intention to Quit.  Intention to quit was measured using one item from Porter, 
Crampon, and Smith's (1976) scale. Participants were asked to indicate how often they 
think about quitting their job on a scale of 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. 
Job Burnout.  Job burnout was measured using the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory 
(OBI; Demerouti, 1999; Demerouti & Nachreiner, 1998), a 16-item scale that assesses 
two dimensions of burnout, exhaustion (eight items) and disengagement (eight items), 
rated from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  After reverse coding relevant 
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items, items were then summed to form overall exhaustion and disengagement scale 
scores, with higher scores indicating greater burnout.  For the current sample, internal 
reliability for disengagement and exhaustion were both adequate (α = .72 for both 
dimensions).  
General Job Stress.  General job stress will be included as a control variable, and 
will be measured using the revised Stress in General Scale (SIG; Yankelevich et al., 
2011).  This scale is based off of Stanton, Balzer, Smith, Parra, and Ironson’s (2001) SIG, 
but has been revised to form a unidimensional measure of stress, as opposed to the two-
dimensional scale developed by Stanton et al.  The revised eight-item measure includes 
words and phrases such as ‘demanding’ and ‘nerve-wracking’ that participants rate as 
being part of their current job situation (yes, no, or ?/cannot decide).  The word ‘calm’ is 
reverse-scored, with higher summative scores indicating greater job stress.  Internal 
reliability on this measure was adequate for the current sample (α = .75). 
Negative Affect.  Negative affect will be included as a control variable, and will 
be measured using the negative affect subscale of the Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988).  This subscale has 10 items 
consisting of words like ‘distressed’ and ‘irritable.’  Participants were asked to rate the 
extent they feel this way given a certain time period, such as right now or in the past 
week, on a scale of 1 = very slightly or not at all to 5 = extremely, with higher scores 
indicating greater negative affect.  For the current sample, internal reliability on this 
measure was excellent (α = .93). 
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Procedure 
 Participants were recruited for the study survey through MTurk, where they were 
given a brief overview of the study and necessary participant qualifications.  Participants 
were then directed to access the survey—constructed using Qualtrics Survey software—
through the provided survey link (see Appendix A for the full survey).  Before beginning 
the survey, participants were required to complete the basic eligibility questions.  
Participants that met the eligibility criteria were then directed to the informed consent 
page and subsequently completed the survey.  Once participants had finished the survey, 
they were given a unique identifier to enter back into the MTurk database.  This identifier 
was used to verify that individuals who submitted their information had actually 
completed the survey responses.  The researcher then reviewed each response for 
satisfactory completion of the survey (i.e., met eligibility criteria, passed the quality 
control questions, and provided the unique identifier) and either approved or denied a 
user’s submission.  Approved users received immediate compensation through MTurk, 
and denied users were informed why they were not compensated (e.g., failed to pass all 
quality control questions). 
Results 
In order to test hypotheses 1a-e and 2a-d, as well as to establish a basic 
relationship between variables to be used in mediation analyses, first-order correlations 
were computed for the independent variables, mediator, and dependent variables using a 
one-tailed test of significance.  Table 2 shows the first-order correlations between all 
variables.   
24 
 
Table 2 
 
Summary of Intercorrelations, Reliabilities, Means, and Standard Deviations for Scores on the PWCCS, CNQ-B, SIG-R, Negative 
Affect Scale, WPIS-R, OLBI, and Intention to Quit 
 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. PWCCS-I (.76)          
2. PWCCS-R .13* (.66)         
3. PWCCS-P -.04 .48** (.78)        
4. CNQ-B .24** .43** .49** (.69)       
5. SIG-R -.32** -.04 -.16** -.20** (.75)      
6. NAS -.29** -.17** -.25** -.35** .23** (.93)     
7. WPIS-R -.60** -.14* -.23** -.50** .36** .56** (.95)    
8. OLBI-D -.29** -.23** -.39** -.39** .34** .35** .50** (.72)   
9. OLBI-E -.34** -.15** -.28** -.34** .45** .45** .50** .71** (.72)  
10. Intention to Quit -.35** -.19** -.20** -.34** .33** .30** .53** .57** .57** — 
M 17.26 14.51 18.84 15.91 16.46 18.60 26.77 20.29 20.99 2.50 
SD 4.54 2.78 3.49 2.53 4.10 8.25 11.39 4.65 4.51 1.20 
Note. Reliabilities are presented along the diagonal of the table. For all scales, higher scores were indicative of more extreme responses on the construct. 
PWCCS-I = Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Intolerance subscale; PWCCS-R = Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Response; Perceived 
Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Policy/Procedure Subscale; CNQ-B = Civility Norms Questionnaire Brief; SIG-R = Stress in General-Revised; NAS = 
Negative Affectivity Scale; WPIS-R = Workplace Incivility Scale-Revised; OLBI-D = Oldenburg Burnout Inventory –Disengagement Subscale; OLBI-E = 
Oldenburg Burnout Inventory –Exhaustion Subscale. 
*p < .05 (one-tailed). **p < .01 (one-tailed). 
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Hypotheses 1a and 1b predicted that civility climate would be negatively related 
to general job stress and negative affect respectively.  Intolerance and policies/procedures 
had moderate negative (r = -.324, p < .01) and weak negative (r = -.164, p < .01) 
correlations with general job stress.  The response subscale was not significantly related 
to job stress (r = -.042, p > .05).  Hypothesis 1a, therefore, was partially supported.  
Results provided full support for hypothesis 1b, with intolerance, response, and 
policies/procedures subscales being negatively related to negative affect (r = -.291, p < 
.01; r = -.168, p < .01; and r = -.251, p < .01, respectively). 
Intolerance, response, and policies/procedures were also significantly and 
positively correlated with group norms for civility, providing full support for hypothesis 
1c.  Intolerance was moderately related to group norms for civility (r = .241, p < .01), and 
responses and policies/procedures were strongly related to group norms for civility (r = 
.430, p < .01; and r = .487, p < .01, respectively).  
Hypotheses 1e and 1d predicted negative correlations between group norms for 
civility and both general job stress and negative affect.  Both hypotheses were supported; 
specifically, group norms for civility had a moderate negative relationship with general 
job stress (r = -.202, p < .01) and a moderate negative relationship with negative affect (r 
= -.352, p < .01). 
Hypothesis 2a stated that civility climate would be negatively related to instances 
of burnout and intention to quit.  Bivariate correlations for the intolerance, response, and 
policies/procedures subscales fully supported this hypothesis.  Intolerance was 
moderately negatively related to disengagement (r = -.293, p < .01), exhaustion (r = -
.340, p < .01), and intention to quit (r = -.354, p < .01).  Response was moderately 
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negatively related to disengagement (r = -.227, p < .01) and weakly negatively related to 
exhaustion (r = -.154, p < .01) and intention to quit (r = -.185, p < .01).  
Policies/procedures was moderately negatively related to disengagement (r = -.385, p < 
.01) and exhaustion (r = -.279, p < .01), and had a weak negative relationship with 
intention to quit (r = -.195, p < .01). 
Hypothesis 2b stated that group norms for civility would be negatively related to 
instances of burnout and intention to quit.  Bivariate correlations for the CNQB scale on 
disengagement (r = -.393, p < .01), exhaustion (r = -.338, p < .01), and intention to quit (r 
= -.335, p < .01) fully supported this hypothesis.   
Hypotheses 2c and 2d proposed that negative affect and general job stress would 
be positively related to burnout and intention to quit.  These hypotheses were fully 
supported.  Negative affect was positively related to disengagement (r = .335, p < .01), 
exhaustion (r = .453, p < .01), and intention to quit (r = .326, p < .01).  Similar results 
were found for general job stress and disengagement (r = .353, p < .01), exhaustion (r = 
.447, p < .01), and intention to quit (r = .297, p < .01). 
To test the mediated links in Hypotheses 3a-3h, 16 mediation analyses were run 
that directly tested the significance of the indirect effect of the independent variable (IV) 
on the dependent variable (DV) through the mediator (M), while controlling for other 
IVs.  The indirect effect was quantified as the product of the effects of the IV on the M 
(i.e., the a path) and the effect of the M on the DV, partialing out the effect of the IV, 
(i.e., the b path).  All mediation analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.  See 
Figure 3 for an illustration of this model. 
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Figure 3. An illustration of a simple mediation model. 
 
Following the suggestions of Preacher and Hayes (2008), the current study used a 
bootstrapping approach in which point estimates of the indirect effect were derived from 
the mean of 5000 estimates of ab (i.e., the indirect effect).  In these analyses, mediation is 
significant if the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for the indirect effect do not 
include zero (Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007).  Partial 
mediation occurs when the indirect effect and the direct effect (i.e., the relationship 
between the IV and the DV while controlling for M) are significant, and full mediation 
occurs when the indirect effect (but not the direct effect) is significant.  Tables 3, 4, and 5 
provide summary information of the mediation analyses run for each IV while holding 
the other IVs constant, using WPI victimization as the M, and exhaustion, 
disengagement, or intention to quit as the DV. 
 Hypotheses 3a and 3b predicted partial mediation between civility climate and the 
two individual outcomes, burnout and intention to quit.  The indirect effect of WPI on 
intolerance, response, and policies/procedures was significant at p < .05 after controlling 
for the other IVs (i.e., the remaining civility climate subscales and the group- and 
individual-level predictors) for both dimensions of burnout.  WPI fully mediated the 
relationship between intolerance and response on disengagement, but only partially 
28 
 
Table 3 
 
Summary of Mediation Model Analyses Examining Mediating Effect of WPI (M) on Burnout (Disengagement Dimension; DV)
  
Independent 
Variable 
Partial Effect Effect of IV 
on M 
Effect of M on 
DV 
Total Effect of 
IV on DV 
Direct 
Effect 
Indirect Effect 
 Covariates (a) (b) (c) (c’) (ab) 95% CI 
Effect 
Sizea 
PWCCS-I SIG 
NA 
CNQB  
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
.16* (.07) 
.02 (.04) 
-.14 (.13) 
-.04 (.11) 
-.31* (.09) 
-1.10* 
(.12) 
.13* 
(.03) 
-.17* 
(.07) 
-.03 
(.07) 
-.15* 
(.04) 
[-.24, -.07] .83 
PWCCS-R SIG 
NA 
CNQB 
Intol 
Pol/Proc 
.16* (.07) 
.02 (.04) 
-.14 (.13) 
-.03 (.07) 
-.31* (.09) 
.43* 
(.21) 
.13* 
(.03) 
.02 
(.11) 
-.04 
(.11) 
.06* 
(.03) 
[.01, .13] .60 
PWCCS-P SIG 
NA 
CNQB 
Intol 
Resp 
.16* (.07) 
.02 (.04) 
-.14 (.13) 
-.03 (.07) 
-.04 (.11) 
-.29 
(.18) 
.13* 
(.03) 
-.35* 
(.09) 
-.31* 
(.09) 
-.04* 
(.02) 
[-.10, -.00b] .11 
CNQ-B SIG 
NA 
Intol 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
.16* (.07) 
.02 (.04) 
-.03 (.07) 
-.04 (.11) 
-.31* (.09) 
-.94* 
(.25) 
.13* 
(.03) 
-.26* 
(.13) 
-.14 
(.13) 
-.12* 
(.05) 
 
[-.24, -.05] .48 
(Continued) 
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Table 3 Continued 
 
Independent 
Variable 
Partial Effect Effect of IV 
on M 
Effect of M on 
DV 
Total Effect of 
IV on DV 
Direct 
Effect 
Indirect Effect 
 Covariates (a) (b) (c) (c’) (ab) 95% CI 
Effect 
Sizea 
SIG NA 
CNQB 
Intol 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
.02 (.04) 
-.14 (.13) 
-.03 (.07) 
-.04 (.11) 
-.31* (.09) 
.25 
(.13) 
.13* 
(.03) 
.20* 
(.07) 
.17* 
(.07) 
-.03* 
(.02) 
[.00b, .08] .17 
NAS SIG  
CNQB  
Intol  
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
.16* (.07) 
-.14 (.13) 
-.03 (.07) 
-.04 (.11) 
-.31* (.09) 
.46* 
(.07) 
.13* 
(.03) 
.09* 
(.04) 
.02 
(.04) 
.06* 
(.02) 
[.01, .03] .72 
Note. All coefficients are in their unstandardized form. Standard errors are in parentheses. Partial effect refers to the effect of a control variable on 
the DV. Total effect refers to the bivariate relationship between the IV and the DV. Direct effect refers to the linear relationship between the IV 
and the DV while controlling for the mediator (M) variable. Indirect effect refers to the relationship between the IV and the DV via M (i.e., ab). CI 
= confidence interval. PWCCS-I = Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Intolerance subscale; PWCCS-R = Perceived Workplace Civility 
Climate Scale –Response subscale; Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Policy/Procedure subscale; CNQ-B = Civility Norms 
Questionnaire Brief; SIG-R = Stress in General-Revised; NAS = Negative Affectivity Scale. 
aEffect size = indirect effect/(indirect effect + direct effect). bZero is due to rounding; value is actually less than or greater than zero depending on 
the sign. 
*p < .05 (two tailed). 
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Table 4 
 
Summary of Mediation Model Analyses Examining Mediating Effect of WPI (M) on Burnout (Exhaustion Dimension; DV)
Independent 
Variable 
Partial Effect Effect of IV 
on M 
Effect of M on 
DV 
Total Effect Direct 
Effect 
Indirect Effect 
 Covariates (a) (b) (c) (c’) (a x b) 95% CI 
Effect 
Size 
PWCCS-I SIG 
NA 
CNQB 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
-.31* (.06) 
.11* (.04) 
-.08 (.12) 
.01 (.10) 
-.15 (.09) 
-1.10* 
(.12) 
.08* 
(.03) 
-.15* 
(.06) 
-.06 
(.07) 
-.09* 
(.04) 
[-.16, -.02] .61 
PWCCS-R SIG 
NA 
CNQB 
Intol 
Pol/Proc 
-.31* (.06) 
.11* (.04) 
-.08 (.12) 
-.05 (.07) 
-.15 (.09) 
.43* 
(.21) 
.08* 
(.03) 
.04 
(.10) 
.01 
(.10) 
.04* 
(.02) 
[.00b, .10] .83 
PWCCS-P SIG 
NA 
CNQB 
Intol 
Resp 
-.31* (.06) 
.11* (.04) 
-.08 (.12) 
-.05 (.07) 
.01 (.10) 
-.29 
(.18) 
.08* 
(.03) 
-.18* 
(.09) 
-.15† 
(.09) 
-.02* 
(.02) 
[-.08, -.00b] .14 
CNQ-B SIG 
NA  
Intol 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
-.31* (.06) 
.11* (.04) 
-.05 (.07) 
.01 (.10) 
-.15 (.09) 
-.94* 
(.25) 
.08* 
(.03) 
-.16 
(.12) 
-.08 
(.12) 
-.08* 
(.04) 
[-.17, -.02] .48 
(Continued) 
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Table 4 Continued 
 
Independent 
Variable 
Partial Effect Effect of IV 
on M 
Effect of M on 
DV 
Total Effect Direct 
Effect 
Indirect Effect 
 Covariates (a) (b) (c) (c’) (a x b) 95% CI 
Effect 
Size 
SIG NA 
CNQB 
Intol 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
.11* (.04) 
-.08 (.12) 
-.05 (.07) 
.01 (.10) 
-.15 (.09) 
.25 
(.13) 
.08* 
(.03) 
.33* 
(.06) 
.31* 
(.06) 
-.02* 
(.01) 
[.00b, .06] .06 
NAS SIG 
CNQB 
Intol 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
-.31* (.06) 
-.08 (.12) 
-.05 (.07) 
.01 (.10) 
-.15 (.09) 
.46* 
(.07) 
.08* 
(.03) 
.15* 
(.03) 
.11* 
(.04) 
.04* 
(.02) 
[.01, .08] .26 
Note. All coefficients are in their unstandardized form. Standard errors are in parentheses. Partial effect refers to the effect of a control variable on 
the DV. Total effect refers to the bivariate relationship between the IV and the DV. Direct effect refers to the linear relationship between the IV 
and the DV while controlling for the mediator (M) variable. Indirect effect refers to the relationship between the IV and the DV via M (i.e., ab). CI 
= confidence interval. PWCCS-I = Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Intolerance subscale; PWCCS-R = Perceived Workplace Civility 
Climate Scale –Response subscale; Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Policy/Procedure subscale; CNQ-B = Civility Norms 
Questionnaire Brief; SIG-R = Stress in General-Revised; NAS = Negative Affectivity Scale. 
aEffect size = indirect effect/(indirect effect + direct effect). bZero is due to rounding; value is actually less than or greater than zero depending on 
the sign. 
† p < .10 (two-tailed). *p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Table 5 
 
Summary of Mediation Model Analyses Examining Mediating Effect of WPI (M) on Intention to Quit (DV) 
  
Independent 
Variable 
Partial Effects Effect of IV 
on M 
Effect of M on 
DV 
Total Effect of 
IV on DV 
Direct 
Effect 
Indirect Effect 
 Covariates (a) (b) (c) (c’) (ab) 95% CI 
Effect 
Sizea 
PWCCS-I SIG  
NA 
CNQB  
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
.04* (.02) 
-.00 (.01) 
-.04 (.03) 
-.03 (.03) 
-.00 (.02) 
-1.10* 
(.12) 
.04* 
(.01) 
-.06* 
(.02) 
-.01 
(.02) 
-.05* 
(.01) 
[-.07, -.02] .84 
PWCCS-R SIG  
NA 
CNQB  
Intol 
Pol/Proc 
.04* (.02) 
-.00 (.01) 
-.04 (.03) 
-.01 (.01) 
-.00 (.02) 
.43* 
(.21) 
.04* 
(.01) 
-.02 
(.03) 
-.04 
(.03) 
.02* 
(.01) 
[.00b, .04] .35 
PWCCS-P SIG  
NA 
CNQB  
Intol 
Resp 
.04* (.02) 
-.00 (.01) 
-.04 (.03) 
-.01 (.01) 
-.03 (.03) 
-.29 
(.18) 
 
.04* 
(.01) 
-.02 
(.03) 
-.00b 
(.03) 
-.01* 
(.01) 
[-.03, -.00b] .82 
CNQ-B SIG 
NA  
Intol 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
.04* (.02) 
-.00 (.01) 
-.01 (.01) 
-.03 (.03) 
-.00 (.02) 
-.94* 
(.25) 
.04* 
(.01) 
-.08* 
(.04) 
-.04 
(.03) 
-.04* 
(.01) 
[-.07, -.02] .52 
(Continued) 
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Table 5 Continued 
 
Independent 
Variable 
Partial Effects Effect of IV 
on M 
Effect of M on 
DV 
Total Effect of 
IV on DV 
Direct 
Effect 
Indirect Effect 
 Covariates (a) (b) (c) (c’) (ab) 95% CI 
Effect 
Sizea 
SIG NA  
CNQB  
Intol 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
-.00 (.01) 
-.04 (.03) 
-.01 (.01) 
-.03 (.03) 
-.00 (.02) 
.25 
(.14) 
.04* 
(.01) 
.06*  
(.02) 
.04*  
(.02) 
-.01* 
(.01) 
[.00b, .03] .20 
NAS SIG 
CNQB  
Intol 
Resp 
Pol/Proc 
.04* (.02) 
-.04 (.03) 
-.01 (.01) 
-.03 (.03) 
-.00 (.02) 
.46* 
(.07) 
.04* 
(.01) 
.02† 
(.01) 
-.00b 
(.01) 
.02* 
(.01) 
[.01, .03] .85 
Note. All coefficients are in their unstandardized form. Standard errors are in parentheses. Partial effect refers to the effect of a control variable on 
the DV. Total effect refers to the bivariate relationship between the IV and the DV. Direct effect refers to the linear relationship between the IV 
and the DV while controlling for the mediator (M) variable. Indirect effect refers to the relationship between the IV and the DV via M (i.e., ab). CI 
= confidence interval. PWCCS-I = Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Intolerance subscale; PWCCS-R = Perceived Workplace Civility 
Climate Scale –Response subscale; Perceived Workplace Civility Climate Scale –Policy/Procedure subscale; CNQ-B = Civility Norms 
Questionnaire Brief; SIG-R = Stress in General-Revised; NAS = Negative Affectivity Scale. 
aEffect size = indirect effect/(indirect effect + direct effect). bZero is due to rounding; value is actually less than or greater than zero depending on 
the sign. 
† p < .10 (two-tailed). *p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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mediated the relationship between policies/procedures and disengagement.  Intolerance 
and policies/procedures were negatively linked to WPI, and response was positively 
linked to WPI.  WPI was positively linked to disengagement for all three IVs. 
For the exhaustion dimension WPI fully mediated the relationship between 
intolerance, response and policy/procedures on the DV.  Intolerance and 
policies/procedures were negatively linked to WPI, whereas response was positively 
related to WPI.  WPI was positively linked to exhaustion for all three IVS.  Therefore, 
hypothesis 3a was fully supported. 
 Mediation analyses for the relationship between intolerance, response, and 
policies/procedures on intention to quit revealed that all indirect effects were significant 
at p < .05 (two-tailed) after controlling for the other five covariates (i.e., the remaining  
civility climate scales and the group- and individual-level predictors).  The only 
significant covariate in these relationships was general job stress (b = -.04, SE = .02, p < 
.05 in all three models). WPI victimization fully mediated the relationship between each 
of these IVs (intolerance, response, and policies/procedures) on the DV (intention to 
quit).  Specifically, intolerance and policies/procedures were negatively linked to WPI, 
whereas response was positively linked to WPI.  The link between WPI and intention to 
quit was positive for all three IVs.  Thus, full support was found for hypothesis 3b. 
It is worth noting, however, that the mediation analysis on policies/procedures 
produced a significant effect for the mediator on the DV (b path coeff = .0435, p < .05), 
but not for the effect of the IV on the mediator (a path coeff = -.2970, p > .05). Therefore, 
the reader is cautioned about interpreting full mediation in the policy/procedure analysis, 
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as the indirect effect is likely being driven by the strong relationship between the 
mediator and DV. 
 Hypotheses 3c and 3d predicted partial mediation of the relationship between 
group norms for civility (IV) and the two outcome variables.  Mediation analyses for 
group norms for civility on intention to quit, disengagement, and exhaustion all produced 
significant indirect effects for WPI, p < .05.  Group norms for civility was negatively 
linked to WPI in all three mediation models.  WPI, in turn, was positively related to all 
DVs.  More specifically, as the c’ path (i.e., the direct effect of the IV on the DV while 
controlling for M) was non-significant in each case, WPI fully mediated each 
relationship.  Altogether, these findings provide full support for hypotheses 3c and 3d. 
 The final set of hypotheses, 3e-3h, predicted partial mediation via WPI of the 
relationship between two individual characteristics—general job stress and negative 
affect—on intention to quit, disengagement, and exhaustion.  Mediation analyses for 
general job stress on the three DVs indicated significant indirect effects for all models at 
p < .05 after controlling for all other IVs (i.e., negative affect and group- and 
organizational-level predictors).  Job stress was positively linked to WPI for all three 
models, and WPI was positively linked to all DVs.  For all three analyses WPI partially 
mediated the relationship between job stress and the outcome variables, indicating full 
support for hypotheses 3e and 3f.  Mediation analyses for negative affect on the three 
DVs also indicated significant indirect effects for all models using the criteria previously 
discussed.  Negative affect was positively linked to WPI in all models, and WPI was 
positively linked to all DVs.  WPI fully mediated the relationship between negative affect 
and both intention to quit and disengagement, and partially mediated the relationship 
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between negative affect and exhaustion.  Thus, there is full support for hypotheses 3g and 
3h. 
Discussion 
 Previous research on WPI has indicated that there are a variety of determinants at 
the individual, group, and organizational level that can impact the occurrence of WPI 
(Arthur, 2011; Griffin, 2010; Kern & Grandey, 2009; Lim et al., 2008).  WPI, in turn, has 
been linked to a variety of different outcomes for the individual, group, and organization 
(Aubé & Rousseau, 2010, Caza & Cortina, 2007; Estes & Wang, 2008; Lim et al., 2008).  
However, much of this research has only examined antecedents of WPI at an individual 
level (Montgomery et al., 2004; Reio & Ghosh, 2009).  Additionally, previous research 
that has looked at antecedents and outcomes focuses on only one or two levels of these 
constructs (e.g., individual predictors, impact on team effectiveness).  No study to date 
has compared all three levels of antecedents and their role in the overall WPI framework.  
Little research has also been done regarding WPI within the context of a workgroup, 
although there are some exceptions (Aubé & Rousseau, 2010; Lim et al., 2008).  The 
present study, therefore, proposed and tested a new multi-level model of incivility 
examining the relationships among antecedents of WPI (i.e., perceived workplace civility 
climate, group norms for civility, individual characteristics), outcomes of WPI (i.e., 
intention to quit, burnout), and the mediating role of WPI in these relationships. 
 Results partially supported study hypotheses.  Namely, civility climate and group 
norms for civility were positively related; civility climate was also negatively related to 
negative affect.  The intolerance and policies/procedures subscales of civility climate 
were negatively related to job stress, and group norms for civility was also negatively 
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related to job stress and negative affect.  This is consistent with findings from Arthur 
(2011) and Griffin (2010) that indicated group and organizational predictors of incivility 
were related.  The present findings also expand on their results by also examining group 
and organizational predictors’ relationships with individual level predictors.   
However, the response subscale of civility climate was not significantly related to 
general job stress.  One explanation for this finding is that general job stress is a more 
overall assessment of an individual employee’s stress on the job, whereas response 
specifically measures the perception that management takes action to resolve instances of 
incivility.  As such, individuals who indicate higher levels of job stress may be too 
absorbed in their own day-to-day tasks to notice whether management responds to these 
situations. 
 The second set of hypotheses examined the relationship of each antecedent with 
burnout and intention to quit.  Results indicated that all antecedents were significantly 
related to job burnout and intention to quit.  Specifically, civility climate and group 
norms for civility were negatively related to burnout and the desire to quit one’s job.  
Negative affect and job stress were positively related to burnout and intention to quit.  
These results are consistent with findings that negative affectivity and job stress are 
highly positively correlated with burnout and intention to quit (DHHS, 1999; Jex & Britt, 
2008).  These results are also consistent with findings that aggression in teams, a 
violation of group norms for respectful behavior, creates a demotivating effect on team 
members which leads to lessened performance (Aubé & Rousseau, 2010), and expand on 
past research by assessing these relationships with civility climate, an organizational 
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predictor.  These findings also extend this relationship cross-culturally, as the sample for 
this study was made up largely of individuals from outside the U.S. 
 Finally, results indicated that the relationships between the antecedents and 
outcomes just discussed are in large part explained by WPI victimization.  Incivility 
mediated every relationship between antecedents and outcomes, and the majority of these 
findings indicated full mediation (i.e., 13 out of 18).  This is consistent with a large body 
of previous research indicating that WPI is linked to a variety of outcomes at all levels 
(Aubé & Rousseau, 2010; Estes & Wang, 2008; Griffin, 2010; Lim et al., 2008; Lim & 
Lee, 2011; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004; Miner-Rubino & Reed, 2010).  These 
findings are also consistent with and expand on Andersson and Pearson’s (1999) 
incivility spiral, which states that incivility can expand in a variety of ways to encompass 
not just the original target and instigator, but others in the workplace.  By examining 
antecedents at all levels, the present study indicates that there are a variety of factors that 
predict negative individual outcomes within a workgroup, many of which are likely to be 
significantly explained by WPI victimization.  In addition, the finding that all of these 
relationships were mediated in some way by WPI stresses the importance of addressing 
this issue at all levels of the organization. 
 However, the reader should exercise caution when interpreting these findings, 
especially in regard to those that indicate full mediation.  Several of the mediated 
relationships found only produced a significant indirect effect (ab path), with no 
significant direct effect of the IV on the DV (c’ path) or total effect of the IV on the DV 
(c path).  Rucker, Preacher, Tormala, and Petty (2011) state that it is possible to have a 
significant indirect effect when the c and/or c’ path is non-significant for a variety of 
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reasons.  One explanation in regard to full mediation with a non-significant c’ or c is that 
statistical power was not adequate enough to reach significance.  Indeed, for two of the 
mediation analyses, the total or direct effect approached significance at p < .10 (see 
Tables 4 and 5).  With a larger sample, statistical power may have been sufficient to turn 
these full mediation results into partial mediation.  Nevertheless, partial mediation would 
still provide support for a mediating effect in these relationships. 
Another explanation for these results is that a mediator was not accounted for that 
caused the relationship between the IV and the DV to become non-significant.  This 
suppressor, as it is called, can cause researchers to claim full mediation or no total effect 
when, in fact, there is a significant direct or total effect (Rucker et al., 2011).  One of the 
signs of a potential suppressor variable is when the sign of the indirect effect is opposite 
to that of the total effect; additionally, suppression may be occurring if a mediating 
variable is included that produces a c’ coefficient that is larger than c.  This occurred with 
the mediation analyses for response on intention to quit via WPI and response on 
disengagement via WPI, suggesting the WPI may be suppressing the relationship 
between these constructs.  As fascinating as these findings are, replication is needed 
before more conclusions can be drawn regarding the mediating role of WPI in the 
examined relationships.  Future research on this topic should also attempt to account for 
suppression effects that may be occurring due to omitted mediating variables. 
A final concern in interpreting these findings is the issue of statistical versus 
practical significance.  Though all relationships were statistically significant, the indirect 
effects of some relationships may not be practically significant (i.e., useful).  This is 
because several of the CIs come very close to zero.  A likely explanation is that the use of 
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5000 samples increased the statistical power of the indirect effect; therefore, those 
findings that include CIs approaching zero would likely not be significant with the use of 
1000 samples.  Nevertheless, the study had a moderate sample size (i.e., N = 228); 
therefore, the opposite could also be true. Namely, the moderate sample size could have 
limited power to detect effects, so the effects may also be understated. Nevertheless, 
future research is needed to replicate these findings. 
Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
 As with every research study, there are a variety of limitations to the findings 
reported here.  First and foremost, the nature of the data collected limits the testability of 
this model.  In the present study, only a portion of the proposed model was tested.  This 
was considered the most appropriate option given time and measurement constraints, but 
as the entire model was not tested, conclusions can only be drawn for the fit of the 
research model to the present sample.  In future studies, researchers should test the entire 
theoretical model to assess the robustness of these findings. 
Data were also collected using only online self-report data for all constructs.  
While self-report data has value in psychological research, it limits the conclusions that 
can be drawn from these findings.  Data are subject to common method bias and social 
desirability effects, and temporal precedence cannot be established.  Individual 
differences within a workgroup cannot be assessed either, as there is no way to tell if 
individuals work in the same organization and/or workgroup within that organization. 
Future research, therefore, should seek to include multiple sources of data (e.g., archival, 
observational, co-worker, supervisor) from a variety of organizations to assess the fit of 
this model and the replicability of these findings.  Future research should also attempt to 
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include all individuals within a workgroup to assess member-specific differences in the 
proposed relationships. 
Additionally, the sample from which this information was drawn consisted mainly 
of individuals outside of the U.S. (roughly 75%).  A potential limitation of these findings, 
then, is that not all measures used have been validated within the specific countries where 
people responded.  Reliability of measures for the present sample was adequate in most 
cases, with the majority being above .70, but further research is needed to assess the 
measurement equivalence of these instruments to populations outside of the U.S. 
Another limitation of the present study is the inclusion of only one group- and one 
organizational-level predictor.  The review of the literature conducted highlighted this 
issue and the critical gap in our understanding of WPI (i.e., the inclusion of multi-level 
predictors of WPI).  Whereas civility climate and group norms for civility were chosen as 
the most viable options, other potential antecedents may impact the occurrence of WPI 
and subsequent outcomes of that behavior.  The most salient group factors would be 
group cohesion and group identification.  Both of these constructs are related to group 
norms and may explain some of the variance found in the relationship between group 
norms, WPI, and the outcomes examined in this study.  Along the same line, outcomes at 
the group and organizational level should also be assessed, which may require a 
longitudinal approach to testing this model that the current study could not employ.  
Acquiring longitudinal data may provide more insight into how these effects accrue over 
time, as well as the long-term impact to the organization from WPI victimization.  
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Conclusion 
 Past research on WPI supports the idea that there are a variety of predictor and 
outcome variables in this process.  The present study expands on these findings by 
proposing and testing a model that integrates the multi-level research approach with 
Andersson and Pearson’s (1999) incivility spiral framework.  Findings suggest that 
perceived workplace civility climate, group norms for civility, negative affect, and 
general job stress are all predictive of burnout and intention to quit.  These relationships 
were also mediated by WPI experiences within the workgroup, highlighting the 
importance of assessing incivility at all levels.  As such, organizations wishing to 
mitigate the negative effects of WPI on individuals should consider having stated policies 
of respectful treatment for all employees, as well as foster these norms with upper 
management and supervisory staff.   In addition, it would be prudent to provide healthy 
avenues for employees to relieve some of their stress and/or learn to manage their stress 
in more constructive ways.  This may then mitigate the number of incidents of WPI and 
limit the potential harmful outcomes that can occur from these behaviors. 
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